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Abstract
Integrated analysis of gravity, magnetic, and seismic data reveals two phases of spreading in the
eastern Gulf of Mexico (GOM) including two distinct spreading centers, suggesting a major ridge
reorganization during the opening of the eastern part of the GOM. Ridge propagation between the
two spreading episodes explains the following observations: (1) the drastic asymmetry in the oceanic
domain of northeastern GOM, (2) the presence of two distinct crustal zones with dramatically different thickness and physical properties, and (3) the observed seismicity within the oceanic domain that
is not aligned with any known tectonic structure. The initial Late Jurassic spreading center (~160 Ma)
resulted in a thin (~5 km) and uniform oceanic crust with a fast compressional velocity (7 km/s). Based
on our analysis, the estimated full spreading rate of this older spreading event is less than 1 cm/yr.
The spreading regime changed in Early Cretaceous around 150 Ma, resulting in a propagation (i.e.,
jump) of the spreading center. The new spreading episode was characterized by a change in spreading direction and increased magma supply as it produced thicker (up to 9 km) oceanic crust with a
typical two-layered structure. Despite the increase in magmatic material, the full rate of this younger
spreading event estimated from our analysis is only slightly faster (1.1 cm/yr assuming that
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spreading ceased at 137 Ma). The later conclusion is consistent with the morphology of the spreading
centers mapped by seismic data. Our analysis shows that recent deep crustal earthquakes in the middle of the Gulf of Mexico are aligned with the boundary between the two identified distinct oceanic
zones, referred to here as a pseudofault.

1. Introduction and motivation for the study
The Gulf of Mexico (GOM) is an oceanic basin in the southeastern part of North America
that opened during the breakup of the Pangaea starting in Triassic (Galloway, 2009). The
details of the basin’s formation are still being debated, although the overall consensus implies continental rifting started in Triassic, followed by the oceanic spreading in Jurassic,
which eventually ceased in Early Cretaceous (Pindell and Kennan, 2009; Kneller and Johnson, 2011; Hudec et al., 2013; Eddy et al., 2014; Christeson et al., 2014; Nguyen and Mann,
2016; Pindell et al., 2016; Lundin and Doré, 2017). The formation of oceanic crust was associated with the rotation of the Yucatan crustal block counterclockwise from North America; however, the location of the Ocean-Continent Boundary (OCB) and the pre-breakup
location of this block as well as the total rotation angle vary in different models (see Fig. 1,
also Bird et al., 2005; Kim et al., 2011, Lundin and Doré, 2017).

Figure 1. The study area is in the eastern Gulf of Mexico. Two thick black lines represent
the GUMBO3 and GUMBO4 profiles from Eddy et al. (2014) and Christeson et al. (2014);
the thin black line shows the location of seismic reflection profile from Snedden et al.
(2014) shown in Fig. 6B. The gray box outlines the 3D seismic reflection survey from
Deighton et al. (2017). The Ocean-Continent boundaries (OCB) and the segments of the
extinct spreading centers with the associated transform faults from different published
models are shown by different colors. Three black dots show the locations of deep earthquakes (from the USGS catalog); only two of these have published focal mechanisms, suggesting the overall compressional stress oriented NE-SW.
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We have made several observations that are challenging to explain with the current
tectonic models. Our first observation is the striking asymmetry of the Gulf of Mexico
ocean floor about the currently mapped spreading center (Fig. 1). The location of a spreading center was mapped by several authors from the satellite gravity data (Sandwell et al.,
2014; Nguyen and Mann, 2016), from magnetic data (Pindell et al., 2016) and from 2D and
3D seismic surveys (Eddy et al., 2014; Christeson et al., 2014; Snedden et al., 2014; Deighton
et al., 2017). Some authors have noticed the striking asymmetry in the volume of oceanic
crust of the eastern GOM (Hudec et al., 2013; Nguyen and Mann, 2016), which is difficult
to explain with symmetrical spreading. Seismic refraction profiles GUMBO3 and GUMBO4
imaged approximately 165 km and 145 km of oceanic crust respectively between the OCB in
the north and the extinct spreading centers (Eddy et al., 2014; Christeson et al., 2014; Fig. 2).
Christeson et al. (2014) report a full-spreading rate of 2.2 cm/yr for GUMBO 4, assuming
that the spreading started at 152–155 Ma and ceased at 138–142 Ma. The estimates for
GUMBO3 are slightly higher (2.4 cm/yr, Eddy et al., 2014). However, these estimates apply
only to the oceanic crust to the north of the identified spreading center (Fig. 1); the oceanic
zone to the south of the spreading center is dramatically narrower (between 80 and 100
km) and would yield a much slower spreading rate. Up to date, it is not clear how these
two presumably conjugate oceanic segments of drastically different widths were produced
over the same time period, assuming, as the literature does, a single spreading episode for
the eastern Gulf of Mexico.
Second, there are remarkable differences in the oceanic crustal structure within the Gulf
of Mexico, specifically, two distinct oceanic crustal zones with drastically different thickness and physical properties. The GUMBO3 refraction experiment runs from coastal Alabama SSW toward the center of the Gulf of Mexico (Eddy et al., 2014; Fig. 2A) and images
thick (up to 9 km) oceanic crust with a somewhat typical two-layered structure—a 2- to 3km-thick top layer with the compressional seismic velocity Vp from 5.5 to 6 km/s, presumably composed of basalts, which overlies a thicker layer with Vp of 7 km/s, presumably
gabbroic (Fig. 2A). However, the accompanying seismic reflection experiment (Eddy et al.,
2014; Fig. 2B) refined the crustal structure as up to 3 km thinner near the OCB, while maintaining the thick (~9 km) crust toward the center of the basin. The more eastern refraction
line, which runs from Florida SW into the Gulf of Mexico, GUMBO4 (Fig. 2C), suggests
strikingly different oceanic structure—much thinner (~5 km) oceanic crust with uniform
Vp values of 7 km/s, presumably composed of gabbro. The apparent lack of basaltic layer
along GUMBO4, as well as dramatic thinning of the produced crust, suggest different
spreading regime with respect to GUMBO3. Thus, it appears that two spreading regimes
existed in the northeastern Gulf of Mexico, one that produced thin, gabbroic oceanic crust
(predominantly close to the OCB) and one that produced layered thick oceanic crust closer
to the middle of the basin.
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Figure 2. Seismic cross-sections through the study area. (A) Refraction profile GUMBO 3
(Eddy et al., 2014); the Extinct Spreading Center (ESC) at the SW end of the line is associated with a noticeable drop in seismic velocities. (B) Seismic reflection profile (coincident
with GUMBO3) from Eddy et al. (2014). The extinct spreading center (ESC), denoted as
ESR (extinct spreading ridge) by Eddy et al. (2014), is marked by a pronounced trough in
basement. Blue and black lines show the depths from refraction to basement and Moho
respectively. Note the strong reflectivity in the oceanic domain suggesting the shallower
Moho; AB—Apalachicola Basin, B—basement from seismic reflection, C—carbonate platform, DSC—De Soto Canyon, LDR—landward dipping reflector; SDR—seaward dipping
reflector; SP—Southern Platform. (C) Seismic refraction line GUMBO4 (Christeson et al.,
2014). Note strikingly different structure of oceanic crust with respect to GUMBO3—much
thinner and uniform crust with faster seismic velocities. (For interpretation of the references to color in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

A third observation that is not accounted for by any published tectonic models is the
presence of three recorded earthquakes in the eastern Gulf of Mexico (Fig. 1) with focal
depths of 14 km and 33 km, suggesting their lithospheric nature. Two of these (1 and 2 in
Fig. 1) are located far away from the interpreted extinct spreading center, and it is not clear
what tectonic structure they are aligned with. Focal mechanisms are available for these two
earthquakes published by the USGS (https://earthquake.usgs.gov) and are strikingly similar
(Fig. 1), suggesting the release of compressional stress along NW-SE striking fault. Although
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this orientation is generally aligned with the ridge segments identified in the GOM, the
epicenters are ~60 km to the north of the identified ridges.
In this study, we have utilized an integrative approach to geophysical data analysis
(Filina, 2019). We have performed spatial analysis of gravity data, constrained with available seismic reflections and refractions data and validated with magnetic data to map major tectonic structures in the eastern GOM in order to explain the three observations listed
earlier: (1) the striking asymmetry of the oceanic domain, (2) the remarkable differences in
the oceanic crustal structures between GUMBO3 and GUMBO4, and (3) the presence of
deep crustal seismicity away from known tectonic structures. Our analysis resulted in new
constraints for the tectonic reconstruction of the Gulf of Mexico. Based on our joint interpretation of gravity, magnetic, and seismic data, we suggest that the basin experienced a
major ridge reorganization during the opening, offering a novel way to reconstruct the
eastern Gulf of Mexico.
2. Material and methods
The gravity field from Sandwell et al. (2014; Fig. 3A) and magnetic data from Lubinski and
Twichell (1989; Fig. 3B) were utilized to study the crustal organization in the eastern GOM.
The observed potential fields represent cumulative signals from the rocks with different
physical properties in the subsurface, namely with different densities and magnetic susceptibilities. Subsurface layers include water (nonmagnetic, density of 1.03 g/cm3,Telford
et al., 1990), very low-magnetic sediments with densities varying from 2 to 2.6 g/cm3, crustal units with densities and magnetic susceptibilities depending on the nature (oceanic crust
is generally denser and more magnetic than continental) and on the location within the
crust (the upper crust is less dense and less magnetic than the lower one), and finally the
nonmagnetic upper mantle with density in order of 3.3 g/cm3. The general principle of
potential fields states that anomalies are generated by lateral variations in physical properties, not by vertical ones. In other words, if all subsurface layers were flat (i.e., layer cake
model), there would be flat gravity and magnetic responses without any anomalies observed. In contrast, the lateral variations in physical properties, such as changing thicknesses of individual layers and/or contacts between various types of rocks (such as OceanContinen boundary) will result in potential fields anomalies.
In this study, we are particularly interested in the signals from the oceanic crustal structures. In order to highlight them, we applied a number of processing steps to remove signals that interfere with or impact the crustal signal. In gravity, we have removed the effects
of water and the Moho (i.e., the topmost and the deeper subsurface layers). The gravity
effect of the water overlying the sedimentary section (i.e., Bouguer correction, Telford et
al., 1990) was computed using the bathymetry data from Smith and Sandwell (1997) with
assumed sediment density of 2 g/cm3. The gravity signal of the deepest source—the effect
of the crust-mantle interface (i.e., Moho), often referred to as a regional trend, was not directly computed as the depth to Moho in not well constrained for the study area. In contrast, it was derived via mathematical procedure of upward continuation (Telford et al.,
1990) of the Bouguer gravity anomaly. This procedure extrapolates the observation plane
of gravity field to the higher level, resulting in a dampening of the shallow-source (i.e., high
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frequency) gravity anomalies and leaving behind only broad and low-frequency signals
from the deep sources (i.e., regional trend). In this study, we used an elevation of 30 km to
generate a regional trend. This value was chosen by trial and error as the one sufficiently
removing the high-frequency gravity signatures.

Figure 3. Potential fields data used for the study. (A) Free-Air Gravity field from Sandwell
et al. (2014). This dataset was used for spatial analysis and mapping major tectonic structures. (B) Marine magnetic data from Lubinski and Twichell (1989). The quality of this
dataset did not allow for comprehensive spatial analysis. This dataset was used for validation of the derived results (see magnetic profile in Fig. 6C).

The regional trend was removed from the Bouguer gravity anomaly, resulting in the
residual gravity field that includes the signatures of the sedimentary layers and crustal
structures. Since the focus of our study is in the oceanic domain that is away from salt
structures, the sedimentary section comprises a series of semi-flat layers without notable
lateral variations (as seen in seismic sections), so it does not produce noteworthy and
highly variable gravity anomalies. Therefore, most of the observed signals in the residual
gravity anomaly are related to structures within the crust that are associated with significant contrasts in the rock densities. These structures result in lineated patterns of gravity
anomalies called lineaments. The most pronounced lineaments are associated with the
boundary between continental and oceanic domains (i.e., OCB) that represents a significant contrast in density as oceanic rocks are generally denser than continental ones. Similarly, integrated geophysical modeling determined the rocks of the extinct spreading
center are less dense with respect to the adjacent oceanic crust (Liu and Filina, 2018). This
decrease in crustal density over the extinct spreading center correlates well with the observed drop in seismic velocities Vp recorded in both GUMBO3 and GUMBO4 (Fig. 2A, C).
The apparent drop in Vp corresponds to a decrease in density, leading to negative anomalies in gravity over the extinct spreading centers. The series of mathematical transformations (i.e., filters) were applied to the residual Bouguer anomaly in order to choose the
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one that highlights the lineaments better. We used a high-pass filter with 100 km window
of the residual Bouguer gravity (Fig. 4) for further analysis.

Figure 4. Filtered gravity field (uninterpreted A, with interpretation B); refer to text for
filtering details. Pronounced lineaments in both fields corresponding to OCB (onset of
gravity high, white line) and extinct spreading center (gravity lows) are clearly observed.
Two spreading systems are identified: the younger one (thick black) in the center and the
old ones in the northeast and southwest (thin black segments). The boundary between
two oceanic domains produced in each phase—referred to as a pseudofault—is marked
with a dashed white line. Three black dots show the location of earthquakes from Figure 1.
The gray box in section A shows the extent of 3D seismic survey from Deighton et al.
(2017) shown in Figure 5.

In magnetics, the effect of sediments is several orders less than the signature of much
more magnetic crustal rocks, so we assume that observed magnetic anomalies relate to the
contrast in magnetic susceptibilities of the crustal rocks. The recorded magnetic anomalies
(Fig. 3B) are skewed due to the nonverticality of the ambient field. To correct for that, a
reduction to the pole filtering was applied using the ambient field parameters computed
for the magnetic epoch of 1985 (the year of the marine magnetic survey). The ambient field
was computed with Geomag 7.0 software (Thébault et al., 2015). In general, the sampling
interval between magnetic profiles was up to 30 km (Fig. 3B), which does not allow for
performing a comprehensive spatial analysis. We also tried to apply similar filtering to a
public domain magnetic data (Meyer et al., 2017), unsuccessfully, however, due to a low
spatial resolution of that magnetic dataset. Therefore, only gravity data were used to map
tectonic structures, while magnetic data were used to validate our interpretation.
3. Results and discussion
The spatial analysis of filtered residual gravity anomalies revealed pronounced lineaments
(Fig. 4) that confirmed or enhanced previously identified features such as the Ocean-Continent

7

FILINA, LIU, AND BEUTEL, TECTONOPHYSICS 775 (2020)

boundary (OCB) and the central extinct spreading ridge; however, it also identified new
apparent extinct spreading ridges in the anomalous ocean crust.
The location of the OCB, confirmed with several seismic lines (Eddy et al., 2014; Christeson
et al., 2014; Snedden et al., 2014) and with integrated modeling (Liu and Filina, 2018), is
well aligned with the onset of the obvious gravity high (Fig. 4B), allowing us to trace that
boundary outside of seismic coverage for the entire study area. The segments of the central
extinct spreading center can be interpreted from the filtered gravity field as pronounced
lows (Fig. 4, thick black lines) that correlate very well with the results of other authors (Fig. 1),
as well as with seismic data (Figs. 2, 5, and 6B). Deighton et al. (2017) mapped the extinct
spreading center associated with basement valleys from 3D seismic survey in the study
area (Fig. 5; see the location of the 3D seismic survey in Figs. 1 and 4A). Given the confirmation of existing features, we feel confident in using the same technique to identify new
structures.

Figure 5. The interpreted spreading system (valleys associated with young ridge) from
our analysis (thick black lines) over the depth to basement map derived from 3D seismic
survey by Deighton et al. (2017). Note that the proprietary data from Deighton et al. (2017)
are obscured in the initial publication. The series of spreading valleys (purple colors) offset
by transform faults is mapped in seismic; it agrees very well with gravity lows in filtered
data (marked with thick black lines). The two tectonic interpretations are superimposed
by Deighton et al. (2017): the gray color shows the spreading centers and transform faults
from Sandwell et al. (2014), while the red color shows the interpretation of Deighton et al.
(2017). The interpreted transform faults are observed as steps in the basement in seismic
reflection data (Figs. 2B and 6B).

We identified a series of smaller features in the oceanic domain to the northeast and the
southwest of the interpreted intact spreading system. Their appearance in the filtered gravity field is similar to the previously identified extinct spreading center but of smaller extent.
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We propose that these features are the remnants of an initial spreading episode in the eastern GOM, presumably starting at ~160 Ma (age from Snedden et al., 2014). This implies
that the ridge reorganization occurred during basin opening and resulted in the jump of
the spreading center (Figs. 4 and 6). The presumably older spreading system (in older
crust) appears to trend more east-west while the previously identified younger spreading
system is more northwest-southeast orientated (Fig. 4B). Further evidence of the presence
of two spreading systems can be found in the changes in crustal thickness and structure
seen in Figure 2. The change from a thin and uniform oceanic crust to a thicker and layered
oceanic crust occurs between the identified older spreading center and the younger spreading center and appears to be visible in the gravity as well as in the seismic (Figs. 4 and 6B).
The boundary between the two oceanic domains, referred to as pseudofault (dashed white
line in Fig. 4B) marks a change in the spreading style and direction, which suggests a
change in the tectonic regime and should mark a change in the Euler pole. While most
reconstructions of the Gulf of Mexico use a single Euler pole, Pindell et al. (2016) proposed
a Euler pole jump at 150 Ma, which may reflect this change in spreading direction and style.
The older spreading centers, oriented more E-W, are associated with the thin, homogenous, high-density oceanic crust in the GUMBO3 and GUMBO4 seismic lines (Fig. 2). Previous studies, using both seismic profiles and ophiolites, observed that thin, more uniform crust
is associated with ultra-slow spreading centers as described at the Greenland-Norwegian
Mohns Ridge (e.g., Chen, 1992; White et al., 1992; Bown and White, 1994; Klingelhöfer et
al., 2000; White et al., 2001). Our analysis shows that the older crustal segment in the north
produced thin crust that is on average 96 km wide (Fig. 4). Using the spreading initiation
age of ~160 Ma from Snedden et al. (2014) and ridge reorganization at ~150 Ma from Pindell
et al. (2016), we estimate the full spreading rate of the older ridge as 0.9 cm/yr (ultra-slow).
Therefore, we propose that thinner and uniform crust from GUMBO4 (Fig. 2C) was produced during initial ultra-slow spreading. This is analogous to the ultra-slow spreading
via detachment faulting over the Southwest Indian Ridge described by Sauter et al. (2013)
that resulted in a thinner, more uniform crust. Hence, this suggests that the onset of spreading in the Gulf of Mexico was ultra-slow and associated with the E-W ridges before a change
in spreading around 150 Ma (age from Pindell et al., 2016).
Ocean crust adjacent to the previously identified NW-SE trending spreading center appears to be significantly different from the crust around the E-W spreading centers; the
area around the younger NW-SE spreading center is layered like typical ocean crust (Fig. 2A).
Although it appears to be thicker than typical ocean crust, thicker crust has been previously
observed at both slow and ultra-slow spreading centers has been associated with periods
of greater magma supply (e.g., Seher et al., 2010; Jian et al., 2017). Our analysis suggests
that the younger spreading system in the center of the basin produced crust that is 146 km
wide on average (Figs. 4 and 6), and assuming the ridge reorganization at ~150 Ma (consistent with Pindell et al., 2016) and the spreading cessation at ~137 Ma (Snedden et al.,
2014), we estimate a slightly faster spreading rate (1.1 cm/yr) for the younger ridge. The
latter one is consistent with the overall morphology of the younger extinct spreading centers that are imaged in seismic data as valleys, not as ridges (Christeson et al., 2014; Eddy
et al., 2014; Deighton et al., 2017; Saunders et al., 2016), supporting the overall conclusion
about slow spreading rate. The two valleys associated with each of the spreading phases
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can also be seen in seismic profile from Snedden et al. (2014) shown in Figure 6B. The
boundary between the two oceanic crustal segments (point 2 in Fig. 6) represents the
pseudofault created as the ridge reorganization occurred. The reduced to pole magnetic
data (Fig. 6C) support our interpretation of two spreading centers (marked with magnetic
high) divided by magnetic low associated with interpreted pseudofault.

Figure 6. (A) The restoration of the older spreading system and oceanic crust before the
ridge reorganization (the segments are from Fig. 4B). (B) Seismic cross-section from Snedden et al. (2014) crossing both older and younger oceanic crust segments. The inset map
is a fragment of Figure 4B that illustrates the correlation of the individual structures observed in seismic data with the features in filtered gravity field. The notations in seismic
section are from Snedden et al. (2014) and include basement (BMT) and the following
supersequences: CVB is Cotton Valley–Bossier, HVB is Haynesville-Buckner, CVK is Cotton
Valley–Knowles, SH is Sligo-Hosston, and NT is Navarro-Taylor. (C) Reduced to pole
magnetic data from Figure 3B. The spreading centers correspond to magnetic highs, while
interpreted pseudofault is aligned with magnetic low.
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Thus, we have identified what appears to be a ridge reorganization in the Gulf of Mexico that represents both a change in the spreading direction from N-S to NE-SW and a change
in magma supply. To determine the viability of the geometry we observed, we compared
the interpreted geometries for the ridge reorganization in our study area with the known
propagated spreading center over the East Pacific Rise (EPR) shown in Figure 7. The EPR
is a much younger feature that is not covered with a thick sedimentary layer and thus is
clearly seen in bathymetry data. Figure 7A shows the bathymetric expression of the ridge
reorganization from the fossil ridge in the east (the Galapagos Rise) to the younger active
one (EPR) in the west. The EPR is a fast-spreading ridge and cannot be considered as a
proper analog for a slow-spreading Gulf of Mexico. However, because of the fast spreading
rate the ridge is expressed as a topographic high and is clearly observed in bathymetry
data, allowing mapping of the overall geometry of the ridge reorganization.

Figure 7. (A) Bathymetry over the East Pacific Rise (EPR, younger, ongoing spreading
center) and the Galapagos Rise (extinct fossil spreading center) clearly illustrating the geometry of the ridge reorganization. (B) Residual Bouguer gravity over the same region,
suggesting that both fossil and younger ridge segments are associated with pronounced
gravity lows that can be used to map them.

Spreading centers in the eastern GOM are not observed in bathymetry, as they are covered with at least 8 km of sediments in the oceanic domain. As we utilized gravity data to
map those in eastern GOM (Fig. 4), we analyzed the gravity data from Sandwell et al. (2014)
over the EPR as well. We have applied similar corrections sequence to the gravity data
over the EPR with one extra step—we performed additional upward continuation of the
residual gravity field to an elevation of 8 km. This was done to generate a similar distortion
in the gravity signal due to basement being deeper in the GOM than in the EPR (Fig. 7B);
both the fossil and the younger active ridge are clearly observed in the gravity data as
pronounced gravity lows. This test supports the validity of our interpretation of the overall
geometries of the propagated ridge in the eastern GOM from gravity data.
Ridge reorganization during the opening of the eastern GOM explains several geological and geophysical observations. First, it explains the dramatic degree of observed
asymmetry in the basin. As already mentioned, the single ridge hypothesis (Fig. 1) leads

11

FILINA, LIU, AND BEUTEL, TECTONOPHYSICS 775 (2020)

to the spreading rate to the north of the ridge to be more than twice as fast as to the south.
Although some degree of asymmetry may be expected for the ultra-slow spreading systems and detachment-faults, large-scale asymmetry is usually due to crustal transfer during a ridge reorganization (Müller et al., 2008). Ridge reorganization also explains the
striking difference in structure of oceanic crust between two refraction profiles in the study
area (Fig. 2A, C). Profile GUMBO4 shows thinner and more uniform crust than the line
GUMBO3. We explain the two distinct crustal zones in the oceanic domain of the eastern
GOM with spreading variations in the two stages of the basin opening. Last of all, ridge
reorganization also explains the observed deep seismicity in the GOM that did not correlate to any previously interpreted geological structure (Fig. 1). The mapped boundary between two distinct oceanic crusts (a thin one associated with a fossil ridge and a thick crust
associated with a young ridge), referred as pseudofault (Figs. 4 and 6), corresponds to a
gravity high signature in filtered residual Bouguer gravity (similarly to the one over the
EPR, Fig. 7). In the GOM, this boundary also agrees with locations of two recorded “lithospheric” earthquakes (i.e., their focal depth was either in crust or in the upper mantle; Figs.
1 and 4). Our study suggests that pseudofault represents a zone of weakness between the
two distinct crustal domains produced by two different spreading episodes. This zone appears to be reactivated under current compressional stress (identified from two identical
focal mechanisms; Fig. 1). Therefore, the location and a strike of the pseudofault is confirmed with the observed seismicity in the study area.
4. Conclusions
This study concludes that the oceanic crust in the GOM formed in two stages based on the
integration of gravity, magnetic, and seismic data. The first spreading episode started presumably at 160 Ma and resulted in approximately 100 km of spreading and generation of
thin (~5 km) oceanic crust with a uniform fast seismic velocity profile (Vp ~7 km/s), imaged
by GUMBO4 line. This crust is affiliated with the newly identified E-W spreading ridge.
Based on our analysis, the estimated spreading rate for this Late Jurassic spreading event
was 0.9 cm/yr. A ridge reorganization occurred at 150 Ma, resulting in a NW-SE–oriented
spreading center that has been identified by other authors. The crust generated during that
second Early Cretaceous spreading episode was imaged by GUMBO3 profile as much
thicker (up to 9 km) and with a typical two-layer structure (basaltic layer overlays gabbroic
one). Despite the apparent increase in the supply of magmatic material for the second
spreading event, the estimated full spreading rate of 1.1 cm/yr is only slightly higher than
the initial one. This slow spreading rate is consistent with the overall morphological expression of the spreading centers as valleys, not ridges as imaged by seismic data. The
boundary between the two distinct crustal zones is coincident with two deep earthquakes
in eastern GOM that were not associated with any geological structure prior to our study.
The two-phase spreading model with ridge reorganization in the eastern GOM explains
the observed dramatic asymmetry of the basin and the presence of two distinct crustal
zones in the oceanic domain as well as observed crustal seismicity that was previously
viewed as “intraplate” in origin and presents a novel way to reconstruct the eastern Gulf
of Mexico.
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